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A model of innovation adoption process, the 
Concerns*Based Adoption Model (CBAM) , has been developed from 
empirical evidence. The CBAH depicts innovation adoption in 
educational institutions as a developmental process in vhich each 
user of the innovation demonstrates successively higher qualities of 
use of the innovation. The CBAM also depicts innovation adoption as a 
process capable of being facilitated by trained adoption agents vho 
pace and personalize their interventions on the basis of the assessed 
personal needs and motivations of the individual adopters. By being 
sensitive to the concerns of users and by seeing the use of an 
innovation as a developmental process, adoption agents are expected 
to be able to reduce the threat vhich change poses to individuals and 
to increase the likelihood of an educational institution integrating 
an innovation at a high quality level of use^ (HMD) 
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A DEVELOPMENTAL CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE ADOPTION 
PROCESS WITHIN EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ' »2 

John Gcxjdiad said It'eff iciently when he wrote that the Innovations 
of the 60's have been "blunted on the classroom dooPc"^ The educational 
experience of the past decade clearly documents that mere existence of 
educational innovations does not guarantee their use. This failure of 
educational Innovations to achieve widespread adoptlon4 poses problems 
that must be addressed. 

During the past decade a multitude of publications dissected the ed- 
ucational change process, describing the fabrication of new change models 
and examining old ones. Cursory examination of Rogers*^ work, of 
Havelock's^ massive review and synthesis of the change literature, and 
of Magulre's^ review provides immediate perspective on the enormous amount 
of data and number of models available to stimulate the planning of edu- 
cational change. Why then have schools, colleges, and universities 
remained generally untouched by many of the major thrusts of the reform 
movertient? 

Perhaps it Is as Schmuck and Miles^ suggested: that more attention 
needs to be placed on organizational development within an educational 
Institution, Given a supportive environment, more effective means of 
communication, and the development of norms that support Individual effort. 
Innovations may take root, as some school-based organizational development 
studies Indicate, Or it may be that the adoption of innovations has not 
been sufficiently examined as a developmental process In which the concerns 
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of the Individual adopter and the relationship of these concerns to the 
use of the innovation ptay a major role. 

The Complexity of Educational Innovation 

Much of the study of diffusion and adoption processes has used 
agricultural innovation as the data source. These studies have yielded 
a rich library of Information, but the nature of the Innovations limits 
the usefulness of generalizing this knowledge to educational innovation 
adoption. 

Adoption of innovations in education Is seldom as simple as the 
introduction of a hybrid seed to an individual fanner. An individual 
teacher may use a curriculum innovation while the rest of the school 
system does not; or a school system may use an innovation but may still 
have individual classrooms or schools where the innovation is unused or is 
used in a manner not intended by the developer. Further, there are develop* 
mental stages In the use of an innovation In educational settings that 
must be attended to If adoption is to proceed effectively. For example, 
following the orientation and early trial phases, supportive training and 
consultation must be provided for teachers in order to sustain their 
movement toward full and effective use of a new curriculum. Within the 
formal orgcmlzation of schools and colleges, the introduction of an 
Innovation often results In major role changes for teachers and adminis- 
trators; changes in role often require new professional and interpersonal 
skills as well as personal value changes. New organizational structures 



3 



may result directly from an innovation adoption. The relative position 
of Individuals within the formal organization may shift, as in a hier- 
archical teaching team that includes a team leader, master teachers, 
and regular teachers. New priorities may be established within a school 
or college when an innovation Is being adopted, resulting in a change in 
criteria for success and rewards. 

In short, the adoption of an educational Innovation is c^^pJex 
process involving a multitude of variables. 

The Concerns-Based Adoption Model In Relation to Educational Change Models 

Havelock^ has classified the change literature ;nto three schools 
of thought: (I) the Research, Development, and Diffusion Perspective; (2) 
the Social Interaction Perspective; and (3) the Problem-Solver Perspective. 
The Research, Development, and Diffusion Perspective is typical of the 
developer who creates, tests, and disseminates a solution to a problem 
that he perceives in a target population. The Social Interaction Perspec- 
tive is primarily concerned with the spread of an existing Innovation through 
a group or social system from the point of view of a change agent. The 
Problem Solver Perspective places emphasis on the ultimate users of an in- 
novation who first identify, then clarify their problem, and select an 
appropriate solution; from this perspective the focus is upon the develop- 
ment of problem-solving capabilities In organizations. 

Havelock found deficiencies in each of the perspectives and proceeded 
to synthesize the best features of the three approaches Into a concept he 
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calls "linkage/* Linkage is a change model that does not initially require 
the use of a specific Innovation. Linkage models emphasize the development 
of skills ?n the user as a problem solver; linkage involves the establish- 
ment of collaborative relationships with external resource agencies in 
bringing about changes In organizational structure or communication pat- 
terns that may or may not involve the adoption of a specific innovation. 
Thus^ linkage expands the problem-solving capabilities in tSn ''s^rs, ef- 
fectively bringing outside resources to bear on solutions to the problem. 

The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) presented in this paper is 
also eclectic. It uses concepts from linkage as well as processes from 
the Research, Development, and Diffusion Perspective and from the Problem- 
Solver Perspective. 

In contrast to linkage, however, CBAM assumes that a specific innova- 
tion will be adopted. The model is most directly related to the R, D&O 
Perspective, where emphasis fs upon the trial use of an innovation, its 
installation, and ultimate integration into the normal operating structure 
of an institution. '0 While assisting an institution to develop its capa- 
cities to change, CBAM is not directly concerned with organizational 
development, per se, but rather with innovation adoption. It places 
primary emphasis on an adopter's collaboration with an external change, 
or resource, agency. Further, it del i berate I y nurtures the problem-solving 
capabilities of the user as the process of adoption prograssss and as the 
power to use an innovation Is transferred to the user. 

Significantly, the term "adoption" as used in CBAM differs from 
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Everett Rogers*" use of the term. Rogers uses ''adoption" to label the 
process of deciding to use an innovation. Adoption, as used in this model, 
goes far beyond the initial decision to adopt; it closely parallels the 
Clark-Guba phases of trial, installation, and institutionalization. "Adop- 
tion," as it is used here, involves the multitude of activities, decisions, 
and evaluations that encompass the broad effort to successfully Integrate 
an Miiiovation into the functional structure of a formal organization such 
as a school, a college, or an industrial organization. 

Origins of the CBAM / 

The CBAM has been constructed out of the experiences of the authors 
In Innovation adoption in colleges and univarsities, public schools, and 
in Industry. It has been constructed for the purpose of assisting others 
who engage in the process of innovation adoption. Further it provides a 
basis for empirical investigation of the adoption process. 

The conceptual basis of the model draws heavily uron the work of 
Fuller'2 and her associates in their study of concerns of teachers. Fuller 
has identified a developmental sequence tn which prospective and inservlce 
teachers' concerns appear in a dependable pattern on a continuum from con- 
cerns about self to concerns about the task of teaching to concerns about 
Impact on pupils. For example, a sequence of concerns of a preservico 
teacher occurring over time might be as follows: "Do I really know my 
subject matter?" (self-concern); "How do I present my ideas to the class?" 
(task concern); "Will I be able to challenge the more able students with 
this lesson while not losing the slower ones?" (impact concern). 
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Broadly speaking, the concerns hypothesis states that when an indivi- 
dual encounters a new situation that requires Interaction with others, his 
behavior fs initially governed by concerns about himself and the demands 
that the situation makes upon him. As these self-concerns become re- 
solved, the individual moves to concerns focusing on the nature of the 
task and on the quality of task performance. Ultimately, the Individual 
becomes concerned about the iritpacl^he Is making upon others and strives to 
optimize his efforl*: ror others. 

The authors hypothesize that Fuller's developmental concept of con- 
cerns and their sequence can be generalized to the innovation adoption 
process. The experience of the authors has shown that the same or similar 
concerns phenomena do indeed occur In the adoption process. Examples 
of developmental concerns manifested In adopting an innovation include the 
following: ^'What will the Dean think of me If I agree to use these mater- 
ials?" (self-concern); "How do you get students to return these manipu- 
lative materials to the right boxes and envelopes?" (task concern); "How 
could t share with other faculty the things I *m learning about students by 
using these new materials?" (Impact concern). Further, It has been ex- 
perienced that concerns, as a partial expression of an adopter's needs ^ 
provide both a diagnosis and a prescription for action. A change agent 
who recognizes self-concerns being expressed can initiate consultation 
or training that will result in resolution of self-concerns and move the 
person along the developmental sequence toward more effective use of the 
Innovation. 
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CBAM - A Process Model, 
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model assumes the existence of two 
primary systems'^ — a user system and a resource system — and the estab- 
lishment of a temporary third system, a collaborative adoption system. 
Basically, the model presents a conceptual framework for a multi-stage 
decision process (I.e., a series of hierarchically ordered decisions 
^el•^^ad to the sequential phases of the adoption process) that Involves 
these three systems (see Figure I). 

Insert Figure I here 



Resource System 

The resource system Is an agency or Institution that has the cap- 
ablllty to assist the adopters of an Innovation. In the beginning of the 
collaborative adoption process, the resource system Is the senior partner 
In the collaborative system. The seniority. If you will. Is based on the 
fact that the resource system has more knowledge about the Innovation +han 
the user, more experience with the Innovation, and a repertoire of materials, 
strategies, and consultants, and change agents who are both knowledgeable 
about the innovation and skilled In the change process. 

The seniority of the resource system Is hopefully short-lived, for 
the purpose of collaboration is to transfer power, knowledge, and skills 
to the user system. The goal is to assist the user to become independent 
from the resource system. Independence has been achieved when the user 
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system has fully assimilated the Innovation, provided for its continuation 
and support, and Is capable of maintaining It on Its own. By the time 
Independent use of the Innovation has been reached, and perhaps earlier, 
the user has no further need of the resource system. 

User System 

The term "user system" refers to the adopter of an Innovation. The 
user system is an organization. Institution, or »n sarie cases an indivi- 
dual interested in committing human, financial, and environmental resources 
to the adoption of an innovation. A major assumption of the model is that 
user systems have full knowledge of the resources available to them, that 
they are aware of their own needs, and that they have reached a decision to 
adopt specific Innovations as solutions to their Identified problems. During 
the early phases cf the adoption process, the user system Is In a ''reception 
mode." That is, it seeks Information, support, advice, and Intervention from 
the resource system to initiate and monitor the Innovation adoption. As 
time passes, the user becomes more powerful and netles less on the resource 
systems as it successfully adapts an Innovation to Its own situational 
requirements. 

Collaborative System 

The collaborative system Is the joint activity of resource and user 
systems that creates a third-force system to facilitate the adop-^Ion 
process. The collaborative system does not necessarily occupy a space or 
have financial resources of Its own. It Is temporary In that It has a 
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life expectanq^ equal to the time required by the user system to achieve 
Independent use of the Innovation. 

The decision processes employed by the collaborative system refer to 
joint decisions made relative to Innovation adoption. As pointed out 
above, the resource system will undoubtedly assume a more powerful position 
early In the adoption process. As time passes, however, the user system 
wli: gain In confidence and power and will assume greater responsibility 
for decisions. 

The collaboration Is realized as both systems engage In an analysis of 
needs, an identification of concerns, and an analysis of current u'^e of 
the Innovation. Following these analyses Interventions are designed to 
alleviate needs, resolve concerns, and facilitate and accelerate the Inno- 
vation adoption. 

The CBAM Process 

The structure of the model Is based on the formation by the change 
agent of temporary channels linking user and resource systems to create a 
collaborative system for adoption. The collaborative system thus formed 
provides for continual reciprocal feedback processes between the user and 
resource systems. There are two formally distinct classes of channels 
mediating the user and resource systems: Information and action. In prac- 
tice these channels may not be at alt distinct, bu-h for purposes of concep- 
tual analysis they are kept separated since each has functional properties 
.different from, the other. The role of change agent derives fundamentally 
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from the functional properties of the linkage channels. In the Information 
mode the change agent Is performing as a relatively complex sensor system 
gathering data on the user's needs, capabilities, concerns, and usage re- 
garding the Innovation. All these data need to be processed, analyzed, 
and interpreted. The change agent calls upon the resourra system for 
assistance with such Information processing. The results of analyses of 
i*S€^ concerns and usage together with an understanding of the useHs needs 
and capabilities culminate In an evaluation of the user*s state of pre- 
paredness and the selection and recommendation of appropriate actions and 
trea^hnent to be initiated by the change agent. 

On the action side the change agent wi M be actively and continually 
probing for concerns In the user system since, as we have hypothesized, 
this is a major variable that must be dealt with In catalyzing the adop- 
tion process. Other catalytic action processes carried out by the change 
agent will be to furnish orientation, training, and consultation to the 
users with whom he is engaged. The change agent will also be engaged In 
assisting the users to resolve their concerns and finally he will be in- 
strumental In helping the user to Implement treatment strategies leading 
to higher levels cf use of the innovation. 

Scales for Use and Concern 
The particular strategies used to establish collaboration depend 
upon tne stage of readiness of key Individuals or groups within the 
user system. Readiness of user system personnel is determined by the 
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stages of concern expressed by users and by their level of effective use 
of the Innovation. 

As the change agent Interacts with the various Individuals within the 
user system, he is able to catalog their expressed concerns. At the same 
time, the change agent can catalog the demonstrated level of use of the 
Innovation. 

Differential Level of Use 

For each component of an innovation (e.g., self-paced Instruction, 
faculty teams as components of competency-based education), there are 
definable and observable differe'v-es in the ways the innovation Is used 
by the various individuals e\;. ' or groups associated with it. These differ- 
ences have been categorized in a hierarchical scale called **Levels of Use.*^ 

Six levels of use of the innovation and an absence-of-use level have 
been defined. These levels and the accompanying scale points were derived 
from an analysis of the extensive first-hand experiences of the authors 
with Innovation adoption. For each level of use two scales have been 
identified: knowledge and action. This differentiation Is essential 
because while knowledge is a necessary condition for action It Is no sub- 
stitute. The knowledge scale classifies the breadth and depth of knowledge 
related to the Innovation as possessed by each Individual user. This can 
be assessed formally or informally. The second scale, action. Is a class- 
ification of how advanced the subject is In actual use of the Innovation. 
Direct observation of the user in Interaction with the Innovation Is re- 
quired for this scale. 
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The following is a listing of the Levels of Use and the accompanying 
knowledge and action scale points. 

insert Table I about here 



Extenslty Prof i le 

When considering the adoption of an innovation within a formal or- 
ganization^ it is not sufficient to have Just one Individual, in his 
singular Job function, demonstrating a high level of use of the innovation. 
More than likely within an institution, as a user system, many individuals 
and groups are expected to be using the Innovation. Therefore, in addition 
to the question of how well a particular Individual is using the Innovation, 
aH Individuals and groups within the user system must be assessed before 
a statement can be made about the qualFty and extent of adoption within 
the total user system. Optimal Institutionalization of an Innovation must 
consist of all the associated Individuals and groups that are involved !n 
using the Innovation demonstrating high- level use of the Innovation. The 
degree of spread of involvement with the innovation and the quality of use of 
the Innovation by all elenents of the user system can be represented in an 
Extenstty Profile. 

. Figure 2 is an Extenslty Profile of University X, which is in the 
process of establishing a competency- based teacher education program. This 
Extenslty Profile was compiled at the end of the second year of adoption 
by assessing the knowledge and action scale points for levels of use for 
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each Individual using one of the module components. As can be seen In the 
profile, those Instructors using the science modules have more advanced 
use than do the Instructors using the language arts modules. Both faculties 
began use of the Innovation at the same time. 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

\i, In another example, the innovation was Interdisciplinary faculty 
teaming an ExtenshiY Pioflle could likewise be constructed with the unit of 
analysis being composite groups (I.e., faculty teams) within the Institution 
as opposed to Individual faculty members as. shown In Figure 2. 

Extenslty Profiles can be plotted at critical moments ranging from 
the orientation of the first Individual within a user system through when 
the entire user systeir demonstrates high-level use of the Innovation. 
These profiles provide a documented case history of the rate of spread 
of use of the Innovation and the rate at which the level of use of the 
Innovation Increases within that user system. The Extenslty Prof lies can 
be compared so that Individuals may be Identified when they are not progressing 
at the expected rate. These individuals can then be contacted to determine 
what. If any^ problems they are encountering In using the Innovation. 

Stages of Concern about the Innovation 

From the first moment a complex innovation such as competency-based 
teacher education or Individually Guided Education is Introduced to a user 
system, the various Individuals and groups of Individuals who comprise 
that organization will, to some degree, check out at least the following: 



ERLC 



14 

(I) How congruent the Innovation Is with their value systems, present and 
possible job functions, and skills; (2) How congruent the Innovation Is 
with Institutional goals, structures, and resources^ and (3) How congru- 
ent any possible changes In the Institution are likely to be with their 
personal goals. 

As the user system progresses from exploration, to trial use, to 
institutionalization of the Innovation, the various individuals and groups 
involved In using it will be acquiring new knowledge and learnir^g new 
skills. In attempting to advance their level of use of the Innovation, 
they are going to experience problems, frustrations, and knowledge voids. 
They will also be encountering various Interaction conflicts between 
themselves, the Institution, and the Innovation. 

The overt manifestations of the Initial checklng-out process, the 
subsequent knowledge and skill needs, and the problems encountered In 
preparing for and actually using the Innovation will be observed as 
expressed concerns . The construct of concerns, as used here, refers to 
the categorization of expressions stated by the user related to his use 
of the innovation. A developmental progression of these concerns Is 
proposed here. This progression has been I abeled **Stages of Concern.'* As 
has been found with preservfce teachers'^, the concerns expressed by 
Individuals adopting an educational Innovation within institutions progress 
from a focus on self, +o task, to Impact. This progression is seen as 
parallel to the developmental progression of Levels of Use of the innovation. 
Further, It Is believed that these concerns can be categorized as to kind. 
This does not mean to suggest that Individuals when first Involved with 
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an Innovation have no concerns about students, but rather that the intensity 
of task and Impact concerns Is much less than the Intensity of self -oriented 
concerns. As the Individual has his early, more Intense self-related ques- 
tions resolved and as he gets more and more Into using the Innovation, the 
intensity of innovation use (task) and student (Impact) related concerns 
Increase. 

The following is a brief definition of each of the concern stages. 
For each stage, scale points are defined as a basis for classifying the 
observation made. 

Insert Table 11 about here 

As the adoption process unfolds, each individual's use of the in- 
novation should progress toward sophisticated levels, and cona;;^nitantly, 
the stage of concern should progress toward renewal concerns. The change 
agent who is knowledgeable about the developmental state of each individual 
and of the composite user system can anticipate the ne)ct potential problem 
areas and can personalize his interventions to be most relevant to current 
concern and use as well as to be anticipatory of upcoming concerns and use. 

The concerns stages are determined by talking with the Individual 
users or by reading their correspondence and analyzing what they are worrying 
about, the problems they report having, the Information or help they request, 
and what they are pleased with. 

Determining Levels of Use of an innovation requires direct observation 
of it in use and a direct assessment of the user's knowledge. Assessing 
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Stages of Concern about an Innovation can be done indirectly through analysis 
of the user's reported observations, requests, problems, and successes. 

If f^ie Innovation happens to be a complex bundle such as competency* 
based teacher education with faculty teaming, then assessment of stages 
of concern will also be a complex bundle. Multiple sets of concern 
progressions can be identified. Including a set for each curriculum faculty 
^id/r^'er about his use of modules, a set for college administrators about 
administering resources, and a set for the interdisciplinary faculty teams 
<jbout team roles. It Is also possible for a person to express simultaneously 
concerns at different levels In association with different facets of the 
innovation. For example, an adopter may be at a late stage of concern 
(maximum benefit) with respect to science modules and at the same time be 
at a lower stage (exploration) with respect to faculty teaming. 

Relationship Between Stages of Concern and Levels of Use 

Both Levels of Use and Stages of Concern are aspects of the same develop- 
mental process, kt each level of use there should be a congruent stage 
of concern if adoption Is progressing satisfactorily. The relationship of 
Steges of Concern and Levels of Use is shown graphically In Figure 3. 
Stages of Concern and Levels of Use are plotted against each other on 
corresponding scales of time. 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

The graph shows an Ideal set of successful adoption behaviors contained 
In an envelope bounded at the top by a line that limits extreme concerns and 
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at the bottom by a similar limitation on levels of use. This Is another 
way of saying that the CBAM allows for a certain amount of discrepancy 
between concern and use levels and that such discrepancies are expected 
In the adoption process. The tolerable limits of this discrepancy are 
generally at a point one step above and below the mid-l ine decreasing to 
a single point at the beginning and end. Outside of these limits, the 
?dc;.t!on process cannot be sustained to a successful conclusion* 

Optimally, stages of concern will run ahead of levels of use, especially 
In more dynamic situations. When the reverse is true — when use is preceding 
concerns — the change agent must step in with strategies designed to raise 
the users' concerns to a more mature level In order to lend more reievance 
to the adoption process. 

Note, however, that an isolated notation of a stage of concern or 
level of use will be insufficient evidence for decision-making relative to 
intervention* Change agents need to note and draw out the interplay among 
the concerns and use data and seek confirmation of their readings with 
further data-gathering and dialog. The growth process in innovation adop- 
tion is both complex and cyclical, and these factors need to be taken into 
account. For example, while an innovation adopter may be at advanced stages 
of concern and high level of use with respect to his individual role in 
using an Innovation, he may be at much earlier stages of concern and use 
with respect to his role as a member of a functioning group. 

The reason why the relationship between Stages of Concern and Levels 
of Use Is critical Is that It holds the potential for dramatically decreasing 
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the time required to complete the adoption process and reach institu- 
tlonallzatlon of an Innovation* Also It may prevent the adoption process 
from aborting* A stage of concern carries with it an Indicator of action, 
for imbedded within a concern Is Its means of resolution. If an individ* 
ual adopter Is expressing or manifesting self-concerns and a correlative 
Initial training level of use. It is Imperative that the self -concerns 
be resolved in order to move 1o ti.e mechanical level of use* 

The concept of concerns Is related to the concept of readiness, which 
has long been part of the educational literature. Stages of Concern, as 
presented in this model, have an appeal due to the simplicity and explana- 
tory power of the concept. The simplicity is deceptive, however, for 
concerns are only part of the need structure of an individual. The user 
of an Innovation can have concerns that are tangential to the Innovation, 
or perhaps concerns need to be generated and shaped in him so that he may 
use the Innovation more effectively. Further, concerns are transitory 
phenomena, constantly changing with respect to an Innovation within a unit 
of time (a week or day) as well as across time (the duration of the adop- 
tion process). It Is also possible for a user to have reached mature 
concerns with respect to use of an Innovation and then to revert to early 
concerns as the innovation moves into an adaptation phase. 

The people who must interpret these data and keep the adoption process 
clicking stand at the juncture of the resource and user systems. They 
are the change agents, or more appropriately the adoption agents, who 
manage the collaborative adoption system, 
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The Adoption Agent 

The key role in the resource system's relationship with the user system 
Is played by the external change agent, or "adoption" agent. The term 
"adoption" agent is proposed here since the agent is facilitating the adop- 
tion of an Innovation rather than being innovation-free. He Is concerned 
with changes in the Individuals, In the user system as an organization, and. 
If need be. In the Innovation itself that will lead to attaimr-nt .and con- 
tinuance of a high level of use of the innovation Ly the user system. 

The adoption agent becomes "quarterback" of the collaborative adoption 
system. In all probability the user system has a "quarterback-ln-trai ning" 
who becomes the counterpart of the resource system's adoption agent and 
who Is the chief liaison agent for the user system. For ease of reference 
we call the resource system's adoption agent the "external adoption agent" 
and the user system's liaison agent Is called the "internal adoption agent," 

The external adoption agent plays a role of diagnostician, trouble- 
shooter, consultant, and action coordinator for the collaborative system. 
In this role he Is performing the functions described by the left-to-rlght 
arrows at the top half of Figure I, As a diagnostician he must seek to 
Identify the readiness state of the user system. In this regard he must 
gather Information about the Stages of Concern and the Levels of Use dls- 
played by relevant members of the user system. His diagnosis must be con- 
firmed by his counterpart, the Internal adoption agent. In order to set 
the stage for action. As a trouble-shooter, the external adoption agent 
must transform his data about user's needs and readiness into tentative 
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action plans designed to resolve concerns, satisfy needs, and advance the 
level of lise of the innovation* Alternative action plans are presented to 
the internal adoption agent and a decision is made to undertal<e some reme- 
dial or developmental activity to promote effective use of the innovation* 

The external adoption agent acts as a coordinator with respect to the 
resource system personnel and the agreed-upon action plan* !n this role 
he Is performing as described by the rlght-to-left arrows at the bottom of 
Figure I* He arranges for training, consul tat io.i, workshops, data-gathering, 
and a multitude of actions that will further the trial use and installation 
of the innovation* It ts In this role of coordinator that the "quarterback'* 
function is critical* Since the external adoption agent is experienced 
with the Innovation and with the dynamics j^f planned change, he serves a 
vital role of consultant to the usar system* He can anticipate "trouble 
spots" before they arise and can counsel the Internal adoption agent or 
other user system personnel as to how they might be avoided* By the end of 
the collaborative adoption process the Internal adoption agent should have 
developed many of the same Innovation-related skills and expertise that the 
e>cternal adoption agent had at the beginning* 

Thus the adoption agents embody the process of the model* They stand 
at the intersection of the resource and user systems, forming the nucleus 
of a new and unique collaborative adoption system* Their major tools are 
their experience and their sensitivity to the developmental process taking 
place In the user system~a sensitivity vastly augmented by employing the 
scales of Level of Use and Stages of Concern* 
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Implications for Adoption Agents 

The developmental concepts v^e have described should be of immediate use 
to practJcfng adoption agents. Regardless of whether the agent fs external 
or Internal, he should be able to try the process of observing and identi- 
fying Levels of Use of the innovation and Stages of Concern about the inno- 
vation. Assuming the agent is working with adopters over an extended period 
of time rather than in a piecemeal , or one-shot fashion, he should be able 
to place his client;, along the developmental continue of the CBAM, 

Even in its theoretical state, the CBAM can provide the practicing 
adoption agent with strong clues as to the necessary Interventions and the 
potential relevance of such interventions to user's concerns, A general 
rule of thumb would be that consultation and structured training are the 
most relevant Intervention strategies to be used when concerns are at the 
exploration and early trial stages and the use Is at initial training or 
mechanical levels. Demonstration and consultation are likely to be most 
relevant at the later phases of early trial concerns and at the limited 
Impact concerns stage; Constant probing or questioning, personal consul- 
tation and promotion of dialog within a user system are vital adoption agent 
1 strategies at al I stages of concern and use. 

An adoption agent must be able to keep the total adoption process In 
perspective. He must be aware of distant. Ideal outcomes, and at the same 
time he must have a realistic awareness of the user's present developmental 
state and even be empathetlc with that state. For example, experienced 
teachers who have been accustomed to self-contained classrooms and who are 
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Involved In their first year of team teaching will undoubtedly have many 
self-concerns about their new role as team members. If this new pattern of 
organization also Involves the adoption of new Instructional programs^ it 
adds further to the intensity of self-concerns* An adoption agent should 
carefully assess the level of self-concern of the teachers and provide 
supportive experiences or training that are most relevant to their concerns 
end *iighly related to the level of use of the innovation (there may be a 
general tendency for many adoptlo^i agents to want to treat the use level 
only). To ignore lower-level concerns and provide training that is more 
related to limited Impact concerns and independent level of use of the 
adoption Is to invite trouble and further intensify rather than diminish 
self-concerns. Above all, the adoption agent can use the CBAM In Its 
current state to remind himself that successful adoption of an Innovation 
is a developmental process and that process is expedited anc' made more 
efficient when concerns and use are assessed and related Intervention strat- 
egies are employed. 

A Case Study of CBAM Usage 

At this point, a brief case study is presented of a CBMI-oriented adop- 
tion agent working in a middle school. The case study represents an 
exploratory application of the model as conducted by one of the authors In 
the early phases of CBAM formulation. The setting was a middle school In 
the early planning and Implementation statjes of adopting an individualized 
Instruction program In reading and mathematics^ along with the introduction 
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of differentiated staffing patterns In these two content areas. An external 
adoption agent, John Babb, from a nearby Title III Center had been working 
with the middle school teachers and administrators during its exploratory 
and Initial planning stages leading up to the beginning of the case study. 

John visited the school In the late spring of the planning year. The 
teachers and principal were preparing to change from their self-contained 
c> as -rooms to a faculty-team organization* A major change involved faculty- 
team planning and team responsibility for larger groups of students than 
had been the custom In reading and mathematics* In conversations with the 
teachers in the faculty lounge, John heard such comments as, "I dor't know 
If I can work in this new arrangement, Mm not sure what the demands of the 
situation will be on me*" "It mfght work in the York Middle School, but I'm 
not sure it will work here; I'm not sure how we can handle a hundred and 
twenty kids in Reading and know where they ail are*" 

The above comments were typical of the se I f -concerns expressed by 
teachers In the middle school as they began to position themselves for the 
new organizational pattern in the new program* John made mental notes of 
these concerns and engaged in discussion with teachers, assisting them to 
communicate their feelings In order to resolve their self-concerns. He 
knew that telling them not to fear the innovation would be fruitless; rather, 
expression and analysis of the source of concerns would allow him to inter- 
vene effectively when an appropriate training experience could be provided* 

John observed a planning meeting later In the d^y and noted the 
following: 
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1. The principal did most of the talking during a discussion 
about the faculty -teaming process in the individualized 
Instruction program; the teachers were mostly passive 
participants In an abstract discussion. 

2. Only three teachers spoke at the meeting while twelve 
teachers sat silently, 

3. One teacher busily occupied herself grading papers. 

4. A student-teacher was attending for one of the Sixth 
Grade teachers who was to be responsible for the math 
curriculum. 

5. Some of the questions discussed at the meeting were: 

\. On what basis would space be assigned to each team 
and would we have a homebase? 

2. What can we expect of our teacher aides? 

3. How will I know how well my pupils are doing if 

the aides correct all the papers and post the ranks? 

4. Will we have enough time for planning? 

5. Who wi I I be stuck with the low-achieving groups. 

John kept In mind the fact that two different innovations were being intro- 
duced simultaneously and that the teachers had no real experience or training 
for what they were to do. 

In his discussions with teachers and the principal and on the basis of 
his observations, John identified that the majority of the concerns expressed 
were exploration concerns about the staffing Innovation and early trial con- 
cerns about the curriculum innovation itself. 

Following the meeting, John sat down with the principal and engaged in 
a discussion about his observations In order to identify the concerns and 
Issues that the teachers had about the two Innovations. Specifically, he 
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suggested to the principal ways the faculty could become more actively 
involved In the decision-making process about the program and Its imple- 
mentation in future meetings. Diplomatically, he pointed out that fhe 
behavior of the principal to a large extent was basically intensifying 
the faculty's se I f -concerns. If the faculty were to be more Intensively 
engaged In arriving at their own solutions, John suggested that their self- 
con^jr-ns migh'r be resolved more quickly. Because of his knowledge about 
the innovation and his prior experience with it, John was able to assist 
the principal to gain perspective on the developmental aspects of the 
adoption process in terms of where the faculty was then on the Lev;l of Use 
and Stage of Concern continua and what the next stage was likely to be. 
Further, he assisted the principal to explore ways in which available 
resources might be applied to the resolution of the self and task concerns 
of the teachers so that an effective adoption of the innovation would be 
achieved* 

John and the principal decided to talk with the superintendent of 
schools about alternative steps that might be taken to facilitate the rate 
of innovation adoption. The superintendent, the principal, and John jointly 
agreed to explore the prospects of expanding a planned summer workshop* 
They planned to add an additional two weeks to the four-week curriculum 
workshop. The revised workshop would include "trial installation" of the 
individual ized curriculum and faculty-teaming. John agreed to explore 
with his Center the prospects of identifying human and material resources 
that the Title III Center could bring to help In the expanded workshop. 
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Tentatively, agreement was reached to Identify the resources to include 
students as part of this surnmer workshop. Originally, the workshop had 
been planned only for curriculum development efforts. Based on the dlag* 
nosis of the concerns of teachers and the use level of the innovation, 
John persuaded the school officials that teachers needed some direct 
experience with the innovation in a "fall-safe" setting prior to the open- 
ing of school in the fail. 

The school department and the Title III Cen+er proceeded to plan and 
implement a summer workshop designed for self-concerns resolution and 
trial use of the Innovations. The workshop was col tabdratl vely designed 
so that students attended Instructional sessions in the morning dealing 
with a "trial curriculum." During the morning all teachers and administra- 
tors were engaged In one of three activities of planning, feac-. ug, and 
observing Implementation of the curriculum. The roles of the teacher 
changed over the six-week period so tha**" each teacher had an opportunity 
to teach using a specially designed model of the curriculum that was exactly 
like the one to be used in the fall. Therefore, teachers received experi- 
ence with planning and teaching the new curricula and with the related 
problems of monitoring student progress and evaluating Instructional oat- 
comes. As the teachers planned for their Instruction, they were actually 
engaging In team-planning and team^bui Iding activities that were requisite 
for successful Implementation of differentiated staffing and the curriculum 
Innovation. The afternoons of each workshop day was devoted to development 
of materials and organization of supplementary materials so that the 
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opening of school In September would be smooth. During the course of the 
summer workshop, the teachers and the faculty-teams gained experience In 
setting agenda, assigning responsibilities and tasks during the team 
meetings, afong with the wide array of communication and team-building 
skills that are required for effective use of the Innovation. By the end 
of the summer workshop, the self-concerns of the teachers had been consider- 
ably resolved and they were approaching the Independent levtsl Ci use of 
the two Innovations. 

this brief case study reflects actual experience of the authors In 
using Stages of Concer? and Levels of Use of the Innovation with an in- 
process Innovation adoption. The case study points out that specific 
intervention strategies were designed by both the user and the resource 
system (the school and. the Title III Center) to resolve the concerns and 
to increase the level of use of the Innovation. The model, then, provided 
the adoption agent with the data he needed to diagnose the situation and 
prescribe appropriate treatment to facilitate effective Innovation adoption. 

Reflections Upon the Model and Its Use 

As the authors reflect upon the use of the model and its development, 
several things come to mind. First, the model Is not just an abstract 
conceptualization of the process of educational change; it is a dynamic 
tool that has grown out of rich experience in helping teachers and admin- 
istrators to adopt new programs and organizational patterns. CBAM has 
practical utility and perhaps Its greatest contribution Is In assisting 
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educators to use Innovations more effectively and more quickly. 

The major constructs of concern about and use of an innovation are 
easily communicable to the profession— yet they are deceptively simple. 
At a general level the concerns and use variables are helpful; from a 
research perspective, however, the concerns constructs are developmen- 
tal ly complex and involve difficult measurement problems related to in- 
^er.tty of concern. The general levels of use are also deceptively simple 
concepts. Each innovation has its own set of interactions among learners 
and instructors and its own "effective use" criteria. The use data re- 
quire that an adoption agent and a user have clearly specified ope'^atronal 
statements of ideal innovation usage. 

It may seem to some readers that conceiving of the adoption process 
as a "growth continuum" for individuals and institutions is of little 
signlf icance. However, the authors firmly believe that failure to view 
the innovation adoption as a growth process related to a specific innova- 
tion may account for the "blunting" effect noted by Good lad. The field of 
social psychology and organizational development provide the contextual 
variables that comprise the change process; however, these fields do not 
have the adoption of specific Innovations as a goal. CBAM provides a set 
of variables drawn from a different value stance and different implementa- 
tion procedures and a different research perspective. Hopefully, the com- 
bined use of CBAM and other models and procedures drawn from these multiple 
perspectives can help us get through the school house door and provide 
learners. Instructors, and administrators with effective tools for personal, 
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professfonal, and Institutional growth and effectiveness. 

CBAM was developed out of a concern that the Innovations of the 60 *s 
were and are not well used. As our research in this important area of 
educational Innovation adoption continues, it Is our hope that our con- 
cerns about the effective use of educational innovations are diminished. 

We have shared the Concerns-Based Adoption Model with the profession 
at this time In the hope that it will be of use to practlciii^ cJoptlon 
agents and will stimulate others to think about and study Innovation adop- 
t/on from this persfxecf}>/e, and partfcularly to examine the process relation- 
ships between the stages of user concern and the use of the innovation. 
We will continue in our efforts to refine and simplify the model. We Invite 
others to Join the effort. 
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TABLE I: Levels of Use of the Innovation 



0 Nonuse: State In which the user does not know that the Innovation 
exists* 



Knowledge 

1. No knowledge of the inno- 
vation or any other simi- 
lar Innovation. 

2. Has general knowledge that 
there are efforts to develop 
Innovations In the area. 



Action 

l« No action is being made eitner 
to Individually develop or 
find out about efforts in the 
area. 

2. Solicits general information 
from various sources about any 
efforts that are going on* 



I Orientation: 



State In which the user Is acquiring Information about 
the Innovation, its value orientation, its demands upon 
him, and the user system. 



Knowledge 



Action 



lo Knows name and 
innovation. 



source of « !• Solicits descriptive Information 

about the Innovation. 



2. Knows where to get suffi- 
cient Information to formu- 
late decision alternatives. 

3. Has sufficient Information 
about innovation and its 
Implementation require- 
ments to make a go/no-go 
decision. 



2. Solicits actual materials and 
analyzes them. 

3. Makes an Informed decision to 
use the Innovation or not to 
use It. 



II Initial training ; An action stage In which the user Is being trained 

In the logistics and use of the innovation* 



Knowledge 

I. Knows time requirements 
for training; knows gen* 
era I logistics and require- 
ments for use of innovation. 



Action 



Examines materials in terms of 
training mode and duration. 



2. Knows components of inno- 
vation and its general 
characteristics 



2. Studies actual materials for 
learners and instructors to ac- 
quire knowledge and skills. 
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3. Knows content of Innovation 3. Prepares to Initiate pilot project 
for learners and general In- and engages In tryout of Innova- 

structlonal and logistical tlon. 
requirements for professionals. 



Ill Mechanical: 



A stage of Innovation Implementation where users are 
engaged in pilot use of the Innovation. The user Is 
engaged (n a step-wise attempt to master the tasks 
required by the Innovation, often resulting In disjointed 
and superficial use. 



Knowledge 



I . Knows on I y on a day-to-day 
basis what the Innovation 
demands. 



2% Has sufficient knowledge to 
cope with the minimal dally 
requirements of the Innova- 
tion. 

3. Knows deta lied \ nf ormat Ion 
about the innovation. Its 
content, and its potential. 



Action 



Implementation demonstrates 
lack of effective ruanagement 
and lack of anticipation of 
Immediate/ Intermediate conse- 
quences. 

Demonstrates control over day- 
to-day use of Innovation but 
lacks ability to plan beyond 
that. 

Handles well the mechanical 
aspects of the Innovation, yet 
f a 1 1 s to attend to Impact of 
the Innovation on learners. 



IV Independent ; 



Knowledge 



A state of innovation usage where the user handles the 
innovation well as an Individual with quality Impact on 
learners in his immediate sphere of Influence, yet falls 
to Integrate his work with the total system^s effort. 



1. Knows the cognitive effects 
of the Innovation on the 
learner and the relative 
effectiveness of alternate 
practices. 

2. Recognizes affective responses 
of learners as a result of his 
manipulation of methods with 
the innovation. 



Action 

I. Explores and experiments with 
alternate combinations cf Inno- 
vations with existing practices^ 



2. Examines Impact of various com- 
binations of existing methods 
and Innovation elements on his 
students. 
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3. Knows cognitive and affe^+^ve 
effects of innovation on his 
learners and how he can get 
the most out of the Innova- 
tion for learners^ 



3« Maximizes learner involvement 
with Innovation by adopting 
flexible elements of the 
Innovation. 



Integrated ; Stage in which the user is actively seeking ways to combine 
his efforts in using the innovation with colleagues to 
achieve a collective Impact on all learners within an 
Institution. 

Knowledge Action 



I. Has minimal knowledge of how 
others are using the Inno- 
vation. 



I. Seeks out Information from col- 
leagues about wh?t they are doing 
and develops tentative plans for 
coordination with them. 

Experiments with alternate patterns 
of use of the innovation based on 
collaboration with colleagues. 



2. Has good understanding of 2. 
what colleagues are doing. 



3. Knows how his use of the 
Innovation and others' work 
can provide maximum Impact 
for learners. 



3. Implements most effective system 
for the Innovation, which employs 
successful collaborative efforts 
and yields a high degree of 
Impact on learners. 



Renewing ; The stage of use of an Innovation In which the user re-evalu- 
ates the quality of use of the Innovation, seeks new alterna- 
tives to achieve impact on learners, examiaes new developments 
In the field, and Identifies new goals for himself and the 
institution. 



Know I edge 

1. Has experiential knowledge 
of other innovations and 
their potential use In his 
situation. 

2. Has knowledge of innovations 
In his own and related fields 
and their implications for 
Improving the quality of 
learning within his Institu- 
tion. 



Action 

1. Begins to experiment with sophis- 
ticated adaptations of the inno- 
vation In order to achieve more 
effective impact on learners. 

2. Seeks out new alternatives to 
enhance or replace the innovation. 



Has broad knowledge of 
merging alternative goals 
and means for education 
and the culture and per- 
ceives the dynamic role of 
hts work and his Institution 
as a vital part of the social 
system. 



3. Systematically evaluates effec- 
tiveness of innovation and re- 
appraises goals while seeking 
more effective means and per- 
haps new goals in the pursuit 
of optimal learner Impact • 



TABLE II: Stages of Concern About the Innovation 



0 Unaware ; No Indication of awareness that the Innovation exists* There 

may be Interest In similar innovations or a complete absence 
of awareness or Interest In the area. 

1. Nn tnrflca-tors of Interest In learning of new things in area that 
Innovation Is a part of» / 

2. Interest In learning of things In the area Is expressed* 

1 Awareness ; Indicates a general awareness of the Innovation, The poten- 
tial adopter is likely to inquire about obvious characteristics 

of the innovation and of himself in relation to it In various 
non-specific ways (e.g., expressions of general feeling toward 
Innovation, limited evaluation, passive, passing Interests iu 
It) may even Include expressions of concern about possible 
personal conflict or threats toward self and personal status 
quo. 

1. No need expressed, passive, no further Interest, no questions. 

2. Expresses a need to learn more of a general nature about the Innovation 
and getting a broad superficial overview. What does the innovation 
look like In general to me and my "program?** 

3. Expresses need to learn more specific Information. How do I learn more 
detail? 

II Exploration ; Indicates exploration of the roles played by the individual 

user and of the demands placed upon him; also includes 
exploration of role In relation to the reward structure of 
the organization and exploration of potential conflicts with 
existing structures or personal commitwent that have financial 
or status Implications. 

I« Expresses fear, wory, doubt about the future role he must play If 

Innovation is adopted. Worries relate to self, self . in structure, and 
personal or professional rewards. 

2. Expresses ambivalence toward the Innovation, his role in relation to it, 
and Its effect on the Institution's social and profesbionai structure. 

3. Expresses questions of a constructive, problem-solving nature in rela- 
tion to his role, place In the structure, and personal and professional 
future. Queries reflect a commitment toward the Innovation and a drive 
toward movement. 
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III Early Trial ; Indicates user's exploration of his performance and manipu- 
lation of materials and time. 

L Expresses lack of confidence In his ability to carry out his role with 
the innovation. Expresses discomfort about his ability to handle the 
organizational aspects of the innovation. 

. 

2. Expresses uncertainty about the use of the Innovation and tends to 
interpret materials too literally; requires confirmation that his 
actions are proper. 

3. Expresses general confidence in using the innovation but probes details 
of organization, sequencing, etc., to make operational use of the 
Innovation more efficient. 



IV Limited Impact ; Indicares user's exploration of impact of innovation on 

clients in his immediate sphere of influence. 

I« Expresses a need to insure that learners are receiving what they need 
to function effectively with the innovation; seeks confinnation that 
he is doing an effective job with the innovation. 

2. Expresses desire to identify fneans by which the learners can gain more 
from the innovation the next time it is used; ^(jeks to become more 
effective by eliciting feedback from learners. 

3. Expresses need for learners to be able to relate their experiences 
with the innovation with broader goals of the course; recognizes a 
personal need to become more knowledgeable about the total operation 
within the program. 

V Maximum Benefit ; Indicates user's exploration of the total Impact of the 

innovation in an institutional context on learners and 
users. 

1. Expresses a desire to gain an understanding of what is going on within 
other parts of the institution in order to integrate more fully the 
learner's experiences with the innovation; expresses desire to seek 
effective working relationship with colleagues to further the goals 

of the innovation. 

2. Expresses a desire to maximize the outcomes of the col lective effori* 
within the Institution with respect to the innovation; expresses a 
desire to share his experience with others in order to increase the 
group's capacity to use the innovation. 

3* Expresses a need to Identify conditions that would tend to sustain the 
maximum level of output with respect to the innovation; expresses need 
to achieve full satisfaction for self and the group. 
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VI Ranewa t : Indicates user's exploration of new or better ways to reach the 
same goals or new goals* 

1. Expresses desire to adapt the Innovation in order to Integrate the 
latest advances In the fields related to the Innovation; expresses 
desire to acquire information and skill which will assist In main-* 
talning current professional level. 

2. Expresses need to explore and Identify better means to achieve what 
ts already effective output with respect to the Innovation; expresses 
desire to incorporate new techniques Into his professional repertoire* 

3. Expresses need to keep himself and the Institution open to new ideas, 
goals, and means of achieving maximum outcomes for learners and 
users; expresses desire for experiences that will broaden his outlook 
on his personal and professional life. 
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Research Questions 

The application of the developmental construct of user concerns as a 
means of understanding, predicting, and controlling an adoption process 
Is Itself an Innovation. We do not have as yet any controlled experimental 
data confirming Its utility, but study and analysis of cases of adoption 
have allowvjd development of the concerns-based adoption model. The sensing 
analysis. Interpretation, and resolution of users* concerns is postulated 
to be the key catalytic process in col laboratl vely guided adoption. 
Whether this will be borne out Is the subject of empirical verification. 

One measure of uti lity of any model should be Its abi lity to generate 
critical research questions and hypotheses that can be empirically tested. 
There appear to be dozens, perhaps hundreds, of questions generated by 
the model. We have no way of measuring their absolute worhh^ but we present 
the following list of questions that seem Important at this time and that 
seem to be uniquely associated with our approach to studying the adoption 
process. 

1. Can the concepts applying to the development of individual 
organisms be used to represent the process of an institution 
adopting an Innovation? 

2. Are manifest concerns of the individual scaleable? Are they 
reliable? 

3. Are the developmental stages In adoption discernable In usage 
performance or expressable as observed levels of use? Are usage 
observations reliable? 
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4. Can concern scores be used to reliably infer competence and 
confidence of the user at each level of use? 

5. Can concerns analysis be used as the basis for treatment selection? 

6. Can concerns analysis be used to predict when an individual 
Is ready to progress to the next stage of development? Can 
the proper developmental strategy be selected? 

7. Can a usage analysis be reliably performed and furnish evidence 
of an individual's readiness for the next stage of development? 

8. Is there a characteristic pattern of concerns at each develop- 
mental stage? 

9. Do events during the adoption process have temporal patterns 
that have diagnostic utility? 

10. How can concerns and usage measures be aggregated to yield an 
Institutional effectiveness score with regard to the specific 
Innovation? 

11. Can measures based on Institutional needs, capabilities and 
concerns he made to yield a reliable Index of adoption potential 
to predict relative success of an adopting Institution with the 

I nnovation? 

As experimentation continues, the authors assume that the concerns 
and use scales will be merged such that data on one scale, use or concerns, 
will be sufficiently predictive to determine an appropriate intervention 
strategy. It Is also assumed that the scales will be greatly reduced In 
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complexity and that continued experimentation will yield identification of 
characteristics of Intervention strategies that will generalize across 
Innovations. For example, data might Indicate that when a user is expressing 
self-concerns and his use of the Innovation is mechanical, the most effective 
intervention Is personal counseling from a change agent followed by joint 
preparation of a step-wise plan designed to move carefully from a mechanical 
to an Independent use of the Innovation. 
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